Introduction
Degree modifying adverbs have been subject to extensive linguistic discussion as they constitute a class that is very prone to language change: in studies with a (historical-) sociolinguistic perspective, the class is often portrayed as being in more or less constant flux, as initially hyperbolic new members are subject to rapid pragmatic wear-and-tear and in their turn give way to even newer members (see, e.g., Bolinger 1972; Partington 1993; Peters 1994; Paradis 2000; Lorenz 2002; Ito and Tagliamonte 2003; Macaulay 2006) . While it remains to be seen whether all instances of degree modifiers are truly the result of hyperbole, what is for certain is that new members to the class are recruited from various linguistic sources. Crosslinguistically, typical source expressions for the development of new degree modifiers include words meaning 'true' (e.g. French vraiment, English very or truly) or 'terrible' (e.g. German furchtbar, English awfully), for instance, but also quantifying expressions (e.g. Italian molto, Portuguese muito, Czech velmi and Swedish mycket, all of which mean 'very' as well as 'much').
The extent to which quantifying expressions may be used to fulfil modifying functions differs widely between languages, however. In Dutch, according to Klein (1998: 31-39) , expressions of high quantity do not double up as boosters, i.e. modifying adverbs which scale a property upwards: whereas prototypical low quantity expressions such as weinig 'few' and een beetje 'a bit' can function as downtoners -i.e., modifiers scaling a property downwards (e.g. Hij is weinig intelligent 'He is not very intelligent', Ik was een beetje dronken 'I was a bit drunk')-the prototypical high quantity expression veel 'many' cannot be used as a booster (e.g. *Ze is veel mooi 'She is very pretty'). Instead, Dutch boosters are recruited from a variety of other lexical sources, including expressions of completeness (e.g. heel lit. 'wholly'), modal adverbs (e.g. echt 'really', bepaald 'definitely'), deictics (e.g. zo 'so') and, especially, qualitative adjectives (e.g. erg lit. 'awful', knap lit. 'handsome'/'tight', vet lit. 'fat', zwaar lit. 'heavy', vreselijk lit. 'gruesome', ongelooflijk lit. 'unbelievable', verbluffend lit. 'baffling', etc.) (see Klein 1998 : Chapter 2 for extensive discussion). While the above observation on veel 'many' is correct, the generalization purported by Klein is too strong, as there are several (admittedly, less prototypical) high quantity expressions which do seem to be developing into degree modifiers.
1 Norde (2006) and De Clerck and Colleman (2013) noted the emergence of intensifying uses of the indefinite quantifier tig 'umpteen' in informal Netherlandic Dutch and of the quantifier noun massa's 'masses' in western non-standard varieties of Belgian Dutch, respectively, see (1) and (2) for attested examples in which the items in question are used to grade qualitative adjectives. Additional instances of expressions of high quantity which double up as degree modifiers in (non-standard varieties of) presentday Dutch include duizend 'thousand' and een partij 'a set, a batch, a lot', as illustrated in (3) and (4) The present paper offers a detailed comparison of the formal and functional properties of these four emerging modifiers, which, from a construction grammar point of view, can be seen as constituting distinct micro-level constructions (see Traugott 2008a Traugott , 2008b Trousdale 2010) . In addition to laying bare similarities and differences between these cases as different instantiations of the quantifier to degree modifier pathway of change, we will also reflect on the repercussions of the observed micro-constructional changes on higher levels of the constructional hierarchy, i.e. at the macro-and/or meso-level. We will argue that all cases are examples of grammatical constructionalization (Traugott and Trousdale 2013) .
The empirical data for the investigation will be mainly drawn from online discussion forums and message boards such as the discussion forums of some 15 to 20 different Ghent University student organizations at <fkserv.ugent.be> and the Dutch forums <forum.scholieren.nl> and <forum.fok.nl>. These data sources are particularly suited to this kind of investigation as they contain large amounts of highly informal language, a large majority of which is contributed by people in their teens or early twenties. The examples above are pretty representative for the kind of linguistic contexts in which we typically find these emerging modifiers. By comparison, none of the modifying uses in (1) to (4) is represented in conventional corpora of written Dutch such as the 38-million-word-corpus of the Institute for Dutch Lexicology and the CONDIV corpus, which are (mostly) made up of texts representing more formal registers of language and dating back to the 1990s or even earlier, which simply fails to grasp recent developments in the class of degree modifiers. The second of these drawbacks also applies to the Corpus of Spoken Dutch, the data for which were compiled in the period [1998] [1999] [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] . What is more, even informal corpora sometimes fail to provide sufficient examples for these constructions. Constructions featuring tig as a degree modifier, for instance, (see section 2.5) are even difficult to find in gigatoken web corpora such as COW (Schäfer and Bildhauer 2012) . The Dutch section of this corpus contains over 2.47 billion tokens in randomly selected sentences from 1.6 million documents, yet the number of hits for tig as degree modifier in this corpus is substantially lower than the number of hits using specific Google queries (see section 2.5).
3 While the latter method does allow retrieval of a fair number of relevant constructions, one of the obvious restrictions of this approach is that data drawn from a non-restricted corpus impedes the use of advanced statistical methods (as applied to constructional changes in Hilpert 2013, for instance), nor does it allow to trace diachronic developments that underlie synchronic variation and collocational scatter.
Four case studies
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In order to account for the degree modifying uses of massa's, duizend , een partij en tig, we will trace and document their development from their purely lexical uses to the currently attested instances of modification. It will be argued that, despite the different origins of these elements (a plural size noun, a numeral, a singular size noun and a suffix, respectively) they all go through similar stages in their development from quantifier to degree modifier. Massa's and een partij furthermore go through a similar shift from binominal construction to quantifying construction: lexical uses tick over into quantifying uses which in turn lead to subsequent degree modifying functions. The first part of this development, i.e. from lexical to quantifying is a well-documented process of grammaticalization, which, especially in the case of size nouns, has been attested in many a language (see Keizer 2001; Brems 2003 Brems , 2007a Brems , 2007b Brems , 2010 Denison 2005; De Smedt, Brems, and Davidse 2007; De Clerck and Colleman 2013; Langacker forthcoming; Traugott in press , to name but a few). In these cases, a semantic extension or delexicalization motivates changes in the distribution which can eventually lead to a complete syntactic reanalysis, involving rebracketing (reversal of head positions), functional shifts of N1 into modifier, host-class expansion from concrete to abstract N2s, synchronic layering and cross-linguistic replication (cf. Traugott 2008a) . Within this context Brems (2011) distinguishes two major functions in English of these non-lexical uses: a quantifier use (as in loads of people) and a valuing(-quantifying) use in which the referent is evaluated rather than quantified (as in a load of crap or a bunch of liars). In Dutch, too, similar uses and similar processes can be attested. Doetjes (1997: 99) , for instance, observes a process in which the size noun, e.g. een hoop (a heap), een berg (a mountain), tonnen (tonnes), een paar (a pair), etc.) "turns from an expression indicating a specific amount only [...] into an expression which can also be used to indicate a non-specific quantity, which is either relatively big (a lot) or small (a bit)" (see also Joosten 2003; Joosten et al. 2007 ). In addition to purely hyperbolic quantifying uses, valuing quantifying uses are attested as well: non-lexical, diminutive uses of stelletje (originally 'couple') and zoo(i)tje (originally 'stew'), for instance, are subject to "functional crystallization" (Brems 2007a: 215) and only function as valuing-quantifiers with a negative semantic prosody in binominal constructions, e.g. een stelletje amateurs (a bunch of amateurs), een zootje flauwe moppen (a bunch of lame jokes). Since all of our cases involve quantifiers, each of the sub-sections below will first of all briefly sketch this development from lexical to (valuing)-quantifying uses.
Most of the attention, however, will be devoted to the second stage in the development, i.e. the further development from quantifying to degree modifying uses. Actual frequencies and contexts of use (e.g. possible host class expansion from adjective to adverb and verb, or vice versa) of the attested degree modifying uses of massa's, een partij, tig en duizend will be examined more closely and subjected to individual comparison. This general trend in which quantifiers develop into degree modifiers (a trend which can also be observed in colloquial English, e.g. heaps funny, loads better as shown in De Clerck and Brems in press) will be captured within a construction grammar framework. Following De Clerck and Brems (in press) , who show that the degree of expansion of modifying uses is partially influenced by the degree of grammaticalization of quantifying uses (cf. piles vs. loads as degree modifiers), individual differences will be explained on the micro-constructional level resulting from differences in grammatical constructionalization (see section 3 for a more elaborate discussion).
Massa's
As shown in De Clerck and Colleman (2013) , massa's features in both lexical and quantifying uses as the result of ongoing grammaticalization processes. In the latter uses, the fully lexical meaning of the noun massa 'mass', i.e. 'a body or quantity of matter, usually considerable in size or volume, but without a determinate or specified shape' is semantically bleached and lends itself easily for quantitative interpretations in N1 N2 constructions, in which N1 expresses a large quantity of N2. Lexical uses are shown in (5) and (6) and illustrate that the body of matter itself can either be a coherent body or lump of (pliable or malleable) raw material (e.g. jelly)
, not yet moulded into a definite shape; or it can consist of a dense aggregation of objects (and even human beings) having the appearance of a single, continuous body. The singular concord in (5) also illustrates the head status of massa in the NP. The quantifying uses illustrated in (7) to (12) show that there seem to be very few restrictions on the noun filling the N2 slot, which may be countable, uncountable, concrete, abstract and human. This may partially be caused by the original meaning of massa, whose semantically vague nature -unlike stelletje (a pair of matching items), zooitje (a stew), pile or bunch, it neither expresses a specific quantity nor a specific shape -may have facilitated processes of delexicalization. In addition to these degree modifying uses which are still quantificational, in a sense, a fair number of unambiguously intensifying uses can be attested where very or really rather than much-or in Dutch erg rather than veel-is the best paraphrase. Such uses have been attested with verbs, adjectives and adverbs, even in non-comparative form, as illustrated in (17)- (20) below. Note that in examples (19) and (20) However, while these uses are entrenched in the idiolects of the language users in our data, they are generationally and regionally restricted. While more sociolinguistic research will need to throw more light on amplitude and possible expansion, our data suggest that such uses are typical of the language of the western part of Dutch-speaking Belgium, i.e. the province of West Flanders and large parts of the neighbouring province of East Flanders. They are mainly used by young speakers in informal language, but instances have been reported of a knock-on effect on parents' language as well (see De Clerck and Colleman 2013) . This actual spread outside the peer group may trigger its actual demise as routinization and frequency affect both the hyperbolic nature of new degree modifying expressions as well as their exclusive nature as markers of group identity. In passing, no such uses were attested in Netherlandic Dutch <fok.nl> data at all, so it seems to be a strictly Belgian Dutch phenomenon.
Duizend
The example in (22) , where the speaker clearly does not want to associate Burundi with literally one thousand problems and opportunities, illustrates the frequent use of the word form duizend 'thousand' as an indefinite quantifier denoting an unspecified (very) large quantity rather than as a cardinal numeral. This duizend presents another example of a high quantity expression that has been recruited as a degree modifier in informal varieties of Dutch. Examples can easily be found through Google queries for the exact string of the word form duizend immediately followed by a frequent adjective or adverb. Duizend grades a comparative adjective in (23), adjectives in the positive degree in (24) and (25), and a qualitative adverb in (26). (23 We have also found a small number of examples of duizend grading verbs, as in (29), but such uses are quite marginal, it seems. Google queries for duizend in combination with a number of usual suspects of verbs which are prone to being modified in this way-e.g. meevallen 'turn out better than expected', zich amuseren 'to have a good time', dansen 'dance', slapen 'sleep', schrikken 'be startled', etc.-produce no more than a handful of examples.
(29) Borrel was mooi, heb echt duizend geslapen daarna! 'The drink was nice, I really slept very well afterwards.'
Unlike in the case of massa's and tig, the use of duizend as a degree modifier does not appear typical of either Belgian or Netherlandic Dutch. If the URLs of the attested examples are anything to go by, the intensifier duizend has pockets of use in both Belgium and the Netherlands: the examples in (24) and (27) are from Belgian weblogs, the remaining of the above instances are from Dutch forums. In this respect, we can point towards an interesting metalinguistic discussion on <http://kringbabylon.be/forum> on 19-20 October 2009 (last accessed 25/03/2011), the discussion board of language students at the University of Leuven, where a student who, according to his profile, is based in Alkmaar in the west of the Netherlands expresses his surprise at the use of duizend as an intensifier in a post from a fellow student based in Wuustwezel, in the Belgian province of Antwerp, as he was under the impression that intensifying duizend was typical of the language of student fraternities in Groningen, in the north of the Netherlands. The Belgian student replies that she has taken over intensifying duizend from a friend and now uses it all the time, and another student joining the discussion says that he knows quite a lot of Belgians who use duizend in that way and thinks that it may originally be a Ghent thing. All of this suggests that intensifying duizend is a typical group language phenomenon, which has pockets of use in several regions of the Dutch language area. It also suggests that we may be dealing with a phenomenon that is very much above the level of consciousness, i.e. a kind of lexico-grammatical stereotype in the Labovian sense (Labov 1972 ), though we must of course not lose sight of the fact that the participants in the online discussion are students of linguistics.
Many of the occurrences found on Belgian websites use the non-standard forms duust or duusd, spellings which are meant to reflect the typical monosyllabic pronunciation found in south-western dialects (i.e., in West Flemish and East Flemish), with a monophthong /y/ rather than the standard diphthongic pronunciation /oey/ and with a reduced final syllable. (30) and (31) The very high frequency of duizend as a cardinal numeral precludes a preliminary quantitative investigation of this form along the lines of the other case studies in this paper, but this is less of an obstacle in the case of the south-western regional variant duust. In order to get some sense of the relative frequency of the various uses, we used the same source as we did for massa's, viz. the Ghent University student weblogs and discussion boards at <fkserv.ugent.be>. The manual filtering of the results from a query for all occurrences of the exact word forms duust and duusd on this website launched on 08/12/2010 produced 387 instances, only nine of which are unambiguous instances of degree modifier use-by comparison, indefinite quantifier uses similar to the use of duizend in (22) above account for 362 out of 387 instances. The set of nine intensifying uses includes five cases where duust grades an adjective, three cases in which it grades the comparatives meer 'more' or minder 'less' and one case of duust veel 'very much'. In addition, there is one ambiguous example in which duust either functions as an indefinite quantifier or as a degree modifier (32). As in the case of tig (see 2.5), such uses may have provided a bridging context for the development of intensifying from quantifying uses.
(32) Muse heeft toch duusd betere nummers dan dit, ik snap het niet. 'Muse has a lot of songs that are better than this, I don't get it.'
'Muse has songs that are a lot better than this, I don't get it.'
[fkserv.ugent.be]
The conclusions that can be drawn from this small-scale quantitative investigation are (i) that the use of duust as a degree modifier is much less widespread among students at Ghent University than the use of massa's as a degree modifier, as shown by the difference in token frequency (cf. the 66 occurrences of intensifying massa's in the same material, see section 2.1) and (ii) that duust is still much more frequently used as a quantifier than as a degree modifier.
As a final observation, consider the instances in (33) Exactly how widespread this use was at the time is still an open question: there is no mention of it in the extensive discussion of duizend in the Dictionary of the Dutch Language (WNT), and, so far, we have been able to find examples for the specific combination duizend jammer (lit. 'thousand shameful') only, mostly from plays or from quoted speech passages in novels.
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Anyhow, it is clear from these examples that the potential of duizend as an intensifier has been tapped into in earlier language stages as well. The present-day instances found on the Internet might be relics from this older language stage. However, given that the intensifying use of duizend was apparently not frequent or productive enough in 18 th and 19 th century language to be noticed by the compilers of the WNT and given the kind of web sources the modern examples spring from (weblogs and discussion boards rather than genres with a tendency for archaic language), it seems much more likely that we are dealing with a case of what Geeraerts (1997: 64) labels semantic polygenesis, i.e., "[the phenomenon in which] a particular reading of a word may crop up several times in the history of the item, on independent grounds, and with a remarkable temporal hiatus". The discussion in Geeraerts (1997: 62-68) stresses that semantic polygenesis involves the application of general mechanisms of semantic extension: typically, polygenesis involves transient metaphorical readings which do not subsist over time, while the readings which served as the source for the metaphorical extension do subsist over time. Applied to the phenomenon under discussion here, the extension from duizend's well-established use as an indefinite quantifier to its novel use as a degree modifier use seems to have occurred several times in the history of the item. As such, duizend's history lends added proof to the hypothesis that the development of degree modifiers from indefinite quantifiers presents a natural pathway of change in Dutch.
Een partij
In its original lexical meaning een partij (derived from French partie, which in itself is related to the verb partir/partager, i.e. 'to share') refers to 'a part of something', 'a part of a larger whole' or 'something that was divided into several parts', as shown in (35) Other and related shades of meaning that fall under the umbrella of purely lexical uses include uses in which partij refers to 'a group of people forming a unit', 'a group of people that share the same political views', 'a celebration organized by a group of people', 'a part of a musical composition', 'one sequence of a particular game' (e.g. een partijtje schaak, 'a game of chess') or 'one of two in a married/engaged couple'.
All of these lexical uses share the 'partitive' meaning which provides fertile soil for the development of quantitative uses in those cases where partij is followed by an N2 denoting what the part actually consists of. In (36) below, partij still refers to a part of a larger whole but gets an additional quantitative interpretation as 'a set of X number of items/a quantity of something available as one unit' (normally in a sales situation). Fed by frequent collocations with N2s referring to 'bulk' -or spatial N2s (such as land, property, etc.) as shown in (37), the partitive/quantitative lexical meaning also fuelled expressive quantitative readings in which the expression of pure quantity or a large part of something is 'subjectified' into a reading that labels the attested quantity as 'a lot'. Expressive uses of this kind allow for collocational scattering and a spread from concrete (un)countable to abstract (un)countable N2s, as shown in (38) As was the case for massa's, the trajectory leading to these grammaticalized quantitative uses is not a very long one: first, as opposed to other size noun constructions (e.g. pile, bunch, etc.) the original lexical meaning of partij needs to shed little semantically specific meaning that might hamper quantitative readings. Second, the N2s in its original meaning could either be countable, non-countable, human or non-human. Once spread to abstract uses, both 'positive' (e.g. fun) and 'negative' (e.g. pain) N2s can be attested, so there seems to be no clear manifestation of obvious semantic prosody.
As a next step, reference can be made to those uses in N1 N2 constructions that display a fairly ambiguous reading between quantifying (a lot) and intensifying (very) readings, especially in those cases where Dutch allows both erg(e) en veel as modifiers of these N2s, as in (42) to (44), where the gradable gravity of a condition is modified. Another ambiguous instance is (45), where een partij zweetvoeten could either refer to 'a set/pair of smelly feet', which would be similar to the lexical uses in (36) to (41) Third, quantifying uses are outnumbered by degree modifying uses, many of which -and contra the massa's and duizend data -occur with verbs as well.
Again, these data show that such uses are very much entrenched for these language users, i.e. uses of non-standard varieties of Northern Dutch. They have not standardized yet, nor have instances of such uses been attested in non-standard varieties of Belgian Dutch (at least not in the data we consulted). As a fourth observation, special attention should also be drawn to the frequent co-occurrence of intensifying een partij with the discourse marker toch and/or the ethical dative construction with me, both of which are markers of expressive language. Toch occurs no less than 64 times in total, 51 of which occur with degree modifying uses, 13 of which occur with quantifying and ambiguous uses. The ethical dative construction with me occurs no less than 61 times, 59 of which in combination with degree modifying uses. Interestingly, the occurrence of the ethical dative and toch in combination with een partij seems to trigger or favour a degree modifying interpretation. In fact, one could actually raise the question which portion of the expressive force of the entire utterance is actually covered by the ethical dative, by toch, and by the use of een partij, respectively. Pushing the envelope even further, one may even argue that both the ethical dative and een partij belong to a larger constructional pattern that triggers this hyperbolic, expressive meaning (see also the comment on boel below), further fuelled by toch, which has often been described as a reinforcing modal particle, expressing surprise, fear or counterexpectation (see Vismans 1994; Vandeweghe 2004; Snel 2011) . 10 Ethical datives, too, are known to add emotional colouring by introducing a 'non-argument affectee' (Horn 2008: 188) , see also Lamiroy and Delbecque (1998), Cuervo (2003) , and, specifically on Dutch, Vandeweghe (2004) . In fact, the addition of the extra argument in the ethical dative construction and the additional expressive emphasis it imports is not unlike the effect of "intensifying ditransitive constructions" such as zich een aap/bult/hoedje schrikken, zich blauw betalen (lit. 'to scare oneself a monkey/bump/hat', 'to pay oneself blue') discussed in Cappelle (this volume), which also add an extra argument and intensify the degree to which the added argument (co-referring with the subject) is affected by the state of affairs. In these cases, the element filling the non-reflexive object slot normally carries negative semantic prosody and triggers a degree modifying reading (as 'a lot' or 'very').
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Summing up, een partij is a clear example of "synchronic divergence"(see Hopper 1991: 23-24) with both lexical, quantitative and intensifying uses, the latter of which have fairly easily developed out of a lexical meaning that particularly welcomes quantitative interpretations and hence constitutes a useful resource for innovative quantitative N1 N2 uses and subsequent developments. However, the data do seem to show a special preference for een partij with intensifying uses, especially in combination with the ethical dative construction: additional queries (17 January 2013) on "me toch een partij" yielded 1,749 hits, whereas "me toch een boel" only yielded 28 hits, most of which were quantitative uses. This may be due to a blocking effect of the more fashionable een partij, and/or een boel may not have reached the same degree of collocational scatter and semantic expansion. We leave it to future research to verify this.
Tig
Dating back to Proto-Indo-European *déḱṃ 'ten', Dutch tig 'very' boasts a long and complex history, which can be schematized as follows (Norde 2006: 33) :
In Proto-Germanic, the PIE numeral had developed into a noun, *texu-/ *teʒu-, which inflected as an u-stem (Ross and Berns 1992:602ff.) . 12 This noun, meaning 'unit of ten', could be used in complex numerals, e.g Gothic fimf tigjus 'five units of ten > fifty' (Van Hamel 1923: 114) , from which it gradually developed into a numeral suffix, e.g. Dutch vijftig or English fifty. In German, Frisian and Dutch, this suffix came to be used independently as a context-dependent, indefinite quantifier comparable to English umpteen, or zillion. These changes were accompanied by an increase in phonetic substance-as quantifying tig, unlike the suffix -tig, is invariably stressed, its pronunciation changes from [təx] to [tıx] . Such a shift from bound to free morpheme is quite rare cross-linguistically, and has been characterized as a case of degrammaticalization in Norde (2009: 213ff.) . Language users appear to be aware of the suffixal origin of tig, because they sometimes spell it <-tig>, both in quantifying and intensifying contexts. This instance of degrammaticalization appears to be largely confined to Netherlandic Dutch, but a handful of examples occur in the Belgian part of the CONDIV corpus nevertheless (cf. Table 3 
below).
The history of tig has not been discussed at great length in the literature, with the exception of two brief papers dating from 20 years ago or more (Hamans 1993; Van Marle 1985) and a more recent, empirical study by Norde (2006) . Its origin has been disputed-it is generally assumed that independent tig was borrowed from German in the second half of the 20 th century (Van der Sijs 2001: 266, 505), but according to Van Marle (1985: 147n.) this is unlikely, as none of his informants using tig were aware of the German equivalent. We disagree with Van Marle on this point however, because it is of course perfectly possible that his informants adopted the usage from other speakers who did know the German construction. As this is informal usage, it is not inconceivable that independent tig is (much) older than has been assumed thus far, but the age of the construction is a topic that falls outside of the scope of this paper and will not be addressed further.
Data for this case study were partly drawn from the same sources as duizend and massa's (cf. section 1). For tig we used the CONDIV corpus as well as Scholierenforum, an internet discussion forum for secondary school pupils, and Studentenforum, a similar forum aimed at students in tertiary education.
13 From the Scholierenforum, all postings containing tig were excerpted on December 14 th , 2010, using the forum's own search tool. This resulted in a very coarse list of data, from which all irrelevant constructions and doubles (in quotations of earlier postings) were deleted manually. This yielded only three unambiguous examples of tig as a degree modifier, so in order to find more examples of tig as a degree modifier, a Google search was performed on March 10-11, 2011 . Because of the sheer size of the Google corpus, we chose to search for collocations of tig and a specific list of adjectives and adverbs, both positive and comparative.
14 This list consisted of 39 adjectives and adverbs that had been found to collocate with the "vanilla" intensifiers heel 'very' and erg 'very' most frequently in the USENET subcorpus of CONDIV (on the CONDIV corpus, see Grondelaers et al. 2000) . In these queries, we only used the base form of the adjective (both positive and comparative). The inflected form of the adjective in Dutch, with the suffix -e, would have yielded too many ambiguous examples. For example, the form in -e is used with plural nouns, which also frequently co-occur with tig as a quantifier. Thus, in the examples (56) and (57) below, it is not possible to establish whether tig functions as a quantifier or a degree modifier. Given that tig as a quantifier is very frequently used on the internet, it would be very time-consuming to disambiguate all examples, because in each case the (larger) context would have to be considered. We will return to these ambiguous constructions below. In all, we made 76 separate Google queries, and again, the irrelevant constructions were removed. As was mentioned above, the use of tig as a quantifier appears to be a relatively recent phenomenon, at least as far as written recordings go. For example, tig is not mentioned as an independent morpheme in the Woordenboek der Nederlandsche Taal (WNT); it would have had to be included in volume XVII, which was written between 1941 and 1960. The second most extensive dictionary (Van Dale) 16 does have an entry for tig (both as quantifier and as degree modifier), but notes that it is informal.
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Tig as a quantifier has focalizing function, expressing that the amount of the NP it quantifies is exceptionally high. Thus, the meaning of tig ranges from (approximately) less than five in (58), to billions, as in (59). It is also frequently used to express annoyance, as in example (60) [CONDIVNL_KRANT]
The use of tig as an intensifier was first noted in Van Marle (1985: 146) and, as we saw above, it has been included in the Van Dale dictionary. In Norde's (2006) study of tig in newspaper texts, no examples were found in national newspapers, and only three examples were found in the regional newspapers (from three different regions), the oldest dating from 1999. All examples involved the phrase tig meer 'many more'.
In the corpus used for this study, it is extremely rare as well -it only occurs three times in Scholierenforum, all with the quantifying adjective veel 'many' as R1. The Google searches produced more examples, which are given in (61) to (65). Adjectives or comparatives that did not co-occur with tig as degree modifier have been excluded from these tables (see footnote 15 for a full list of queries). As far as adjectives and adverbs in the positive degree are concerned, it is clear that the quantifying adjective veel 'many' is by far the most frequent R1: tig veel may be followed by a plural count noun as in (61), or by a mass noun as in (62). It may also be followed by a comparative, e.g. tig veel meer 'very many more' in (63) As shown in Table 5 , the Google queries involving comparatives yielded far more tokens, which might be taken to imply that comparative constructions were the bridging context for the reanalysis of tig as a degree modifier (we will return to this issue below). Perhaps unsurprisingly, the most frequent R1 was meer 'more' (comparative of veel 'many'). Just like tig veel, tig meer may modify different types of NPs -the plural form of count nouns as in (70), the singular of mass nouns as in (71), or it may be used independently (i.e. without an NP head) as in (72). Example (73), finally, is of particular interest because it contains a kind of pleonastic comparative. As regards other collocation types there is clearly more variation than with positive adjectives. Some examples are given in (74)- (78) As we have shown above, quantifying tig does not merely refer to an unspecified large amount, it also underscores that the quantity is exceptionally large in the given context. This emphatic function may have facilitated the reanalysis from quantifier to intensifier. In what follows we will discuss three constructional contexts in which the shift from quantifier to degree modifier may have occurred: ellipsis, reanalysis in bridging contexts and contamination.
The first scenario is rooted in the observation that as a quantifier, tig is most frequently found in the phrase tig keer 'dozens of times' (cf. example 60). This phrase, in turn, can be used to intensify comparatives, as in tig keer beter 'umpteen times better'. A possible path of development, then, would be from the comparative construction in (79) to the elliptical construction in (80a). Once the elliptical construction has become entrenched, speakers may cease to regard it as elliptical and reinterpret tig alone as degree modifier. Secondly, as suggested by Norde (2006 Norde ( , 2009 , the use of tig as a degree modifier may have originated in so-called "bridging contexts" (Heine 2002 ), i.e. ambiguous constructions where tig precedes a comparative adjective and a plural noun, as in example (81). In this construction, tig can either be interpreted as a quantifier (reading a) or a degree modifier (reading b). Note that the hierarchical structure of the Noun Phrase is different --in (81a), tig takes scope over the following NP, whereas in (81b) it only takes scope over the adjective. This reinterpretation was possible because in Dutch, the adverb veel is used both as a quantifier meaning 'many' and as a degree modifier of comparatives. 19 As a result, the semantic extension and categorial reanalysis of tig may have been modelled on the two functions of its near-synonym veel, as an example of proportional analogy (Hock and Joseph 1996: 160f.) :
In constructional terms, the tig and veel micro-constructions already share a link to the higher level abstract schema (the quantifier construction) which invites an analogical link (see Figure  1 in section 3 below). On the basis of this analogy, the tig micro-construction also forms a link with the degree modifier of comparatives construction, which is the second abstract schema that the veel micro construction may be sanctioned by. In other words, because of analogical alignment on the micro-level, tig-constructions are attracted to the schematic degree modifier construction. We will return to this issue in section 3.
It seems likely that, once reanalysed as a degree modifier, tig spread to comparative constructions with singular NPs, where there is no such ambiguity. However, the occurrence of tig as degree modifier of positive adjectives and adverbs cannot be the result of analogy with veel constructions, as pointed out by Doetjes (2008) .
Norde assumes that the first step of the change was the analogy between veel and tig, both of which can modify plurals. As veel is also used with comparatives, the use of tig would have been extended to that context via syntactic reanalysis of [tig [betere oplossingen]] 'a very large number of better solutions' to [[tig betere] oplossingen] 'far better solutions.' This, in turn, might have been the source of the use of tig as an intensifier. As shown above, degree modification of adjectives and of comparatives is not similar in Dutch, so a change from a modifier of comparatives into a modifier of adjectives is not based on an analogy similar to the one causing the first step in the change. (Doetjes 2008: 133) However, Doetjes is not quite correct in assuming that positive and comparative adjectives cannot select the same degree modifier in Dutch. This may be the case for traditional degree modifiers (cf. heel leuk 'very nice' vs. veel leuker 'much nicer'), but it is not true of degree modifiers deriving from quantifiers. As we have shown in this paper, massa's, duizend, een partij and tig can all be used with both positives and comparatives. The same is true by the way for downtoners -it is possible to say, for instance, een beetje dom 'a bit stupid', as well as een beetje dommer 'a bit more stupid', or enigszins intelligent 'somewhat intelligent', as well as enigszins intelligenter 'somewhat more intelligent'. This suggests these degree modifiers are sanctioned by a more schematic construction which does not distinguish between positive and comparative forms (cf. Figure 1 in section 3) . Therefore, there is no reason to assume that usage as a degree modifier cannot spread from comparative to positive constructional contexts. Doetjes herself (2008: 133) offers a third analysis, which is that the phrase tig veel is probably rooted in a contamination of tig 'terribly many' and ontzettend veel 'terribly much / many'. For example, the constructs tig mensen 'dozens of people' and ontzettend veel mensen 'very many people' may have "blended" into a construct tig veel mensen. Thus, Doetjes suggests that the intensifying usage of tig may have spread from tig veel collocations to other gradable adjectives, such as leuk 'nice', or comparatives such as sneller 'faster'. 20 However, it is not immediately clear why and how such a contamination should have arisen, or indeed why a construction involving another intensifier such as ontzettend 'terribly' would have to be presupposed at all. It is also conceivable that tig veel mensen is simply a contamination of tig mensen and veel mensen, possibly rooted in a kind of emphatic tautology similar to constructions as never nooit niet 'never never not'. Such tautological constructions are not uncommon in the quantifier/intensifier domain. For example, een boel 'a lot' (cf. examples 55-56) may also collocate with veel, as in example (82), sometimes with deletion of the indefinite article, as in example (83) To conclude, on the basis of the available data it is not possible to establish exactly how tig developed into a degree modifier. Based on frequency of tig-collocations however, which show that tig keer meer 'tig times more' is by far the most frequent collocation, coupled with the observation that tig + comparative is far more frequent than tig + corresponding adjective, it seems likely that the reanalysis as a degree modifier occurred in both these contexts. Spread to non-comparative adjectives may have been facilitated by tautological constructions, but that would require a more fine-grained empirical analysis, and seeing that these constructions are very informal it is questionable whether sufficient diachronic data is available.
Theoretical discussion
In this section, we will outline how the empirical observations in the preceding sections can be accounted for using a Diachronic Construction Grammar (DCxG) approach. Diachronic Construction Grammar (DCxG), like any diachronic linguistic approach, is dynamic by definition. In very general terms, the basic research question in DCxG is: "How do languages acquire constructions?" (Noël 2007: 178) , which paraphrases the basic research question in usage-based approaches to grammaticalization, which is: "How do languages acquire grammar?" (Bybee 2003: 145-146) . Thus, the alignment of grammaticalization studies and construction grammar (Booij 2008 (Booij , 2013 Langacker 2005; Noël 2007; Traugott 2007 Traugott , 2008a Traugott , 2008b Trousdale 2008a Trousdale , 2008b Trousdale , 2010 Trousdale , 2012 Trousdale & Norde 2013 ) seemed only a matter of time, because they have similar views on grammar. To be sure, constructions have featured as input for grammaticalization at least since Givón (1979) , as pointed out by Traugott (2008a: 23) , but they were often not clearly defined, if at all. For the most part, 'construction' was used more or less as a synonym of 'collocation', 'string' or 'context'. However, with the arrival of construction grammars of various kinds, it has become possible to refine the notions of 'construction' and 'constructional change' in current theorizing about grammaticalization and lexicalization (Traugott 2008a: 23) .
In the functional-typological approach which prevails in most grammaticalization theorizing, language change is typically regarded as gradual. On this view (e.g. Brinton & Traugott 2005:6; Hopper and Traugott 2003:49) , a change typically looks like (84):
The cline in (84) acknowledges that change is not the abrupt substitution of one structure for another, but always involves variation, with older and newer forms coexisting side by side. In other words, change is gradual, and this may result in (synchronic) gradience (Traugott & Trousdale 2010) . We find gradience in the case studies discussed in this paper as well-een partij and massa's still function as both lexical NP heads and quantifying constructions, and duizend and tig continue to be used as quantifiers.
One of the basic concepts in DCxG is constructionalization, i.e. the rise of new formmeaning pairings. Such new signs arise through a series of small-step neo-analyses of formal and semantic features. This results in new nodes in a constructional network as well as new links between those nodes. In Traugott and Trousdale's (2013) 
Constructionalization is the creation of formnew-meaningnew (combinations of) signs. It forms new type nodes, which have new syntax or morphology and new coded meaning, in the linguistic network of a population of speakers. It is accompanied by changes in degree of schematicity, productivity, and compositionality. The constructionalization of schemas always results from a succession of micro-steps and is therefore gradual. New micro-constructions may likewise be created gradually, but they may also be instantaneous. (Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 22) Constructionalization may affect a single construction or entire networks of related constructions (on networks see below). There are basically two kinds of constructionalization: grammatical constructionalization and lexical constructionalization (Trousdale 2012) . In grammatical constructionalization, constructions come to serve a more procedural function. For example, some [NP of NP] constructions in English have developed into complex determiners/quantifiers (Traugott 2008a) : (a) kind of a problem, a bit of a liar, (not) a shred of honour. In lexical constructionalization, constructions come to serve a more referential function, e.g. the development of monomorphemic forms from historically complex forms involving productive suffixes (winsome 'attractive' < OE wynn 'joy' + OE -sum, or buxom 'plump and comely' < OE bug(an) 'bow' + OE -sum) (Trousdale and Norde 2013) . 22 A second important concept in DCxG is the concept of taxonomic hierarchy (Croft 2001: 25) , a network which connects constructions at different levels of schematicity. Traugott (2008a Traugott ( : 30, 2008b has coined the following terms for constructional levels, at decreasing degrees of schematicity: 23 (i) macro-constructions: form-meaning pairings that are defined by structure and function;
(ii) meso-constructions: sets of similarly behaving constructions; often there is more than one meso-level (see below); (iii) micro-constructions: individual construction types (iv) constructs: the empirically attested tokens For example (Traugott 2008c) , the ditransitive is a macro-construction which is maximally schematic. Meso-constructions are sets of similarly behaving, partially substantive constructions, e.g. [<V> <subj, obj1 to obj2>] or [<V> <subj, obj1 for obj2>]. microconstructions are individual construction types, e.g. give <subj, obj1 to obj2>] or [buy <subj, obj1 for obj2>]. Constructs, finally, are individual tokens (spoken or written).
Applying this four-level model to the degree modifiers discussed in this paper, we note the following. The constructs are the attested tokens in our corpus, as represented in Table 6 . These tokens are instantiations of micro-constructions, or types. For example, there are 382 instances of the construct tig meer 'much more', and there is only one of tig eenvoudiger 'much simpler'. These constructs are instantiations of partially schematic micro-constructions, which in turn are instantiations of a higher level of schematic meso-constructions, where the part of speech of the intensified item is not specified. The macro-construction, finally, is the Degree Modifier Construction, which is the parent construction of the degree modifiers that feature in this paper, but also of other degree modifiers, such as erg 'very', heel 'very', enorm 'enormously', or vreselijk 'terribly'. [INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE] Figure 1 reads as follows. The Quantifier Construction and the Degree Modifier Construction are macro-constructions. They are maximally schematic, i.e. the quantifier c.q. degree modifier and other elements in the NP are unspecified. For reasons of space, Figure 1 only features part of the taxonomic hierarchy, but of course there are many more quantifiers (e.g. numerals) and degree modifiers (e.g. erg, 'very' or ontzettend 'terribly'). One level to the right are the partially schematic meso-constructions, in which the quantifier or degree modifier is specified, but not the other elements in the NP. On this level, too, only a few possible meso-constructions are given, namely meso-constructions in which the NP contains an adjective. In addition, quantifiers nor degree modifiers exclusively occur in NPs, so there are of course other meso-constructions, too. In the quantifier meso-constructions in Figure 1 , veel and tig quantify the NP, whereas in the degree modifier meso-construction tig is an adverb modifying the following adjective. 24 On the micro-constructional level, all parts of speech have been specified for their grammatical properties (in this case, whether the adjective is positive or comparative) but they have not yet been lexically specified. On the level of constructs, finally, all elements have substantive form -these are maximally specific constructions. The nodes in this network are not only hierarchically related; some of them are also connected to sister nodes on the same level. For example, some nodes may be analogically linked on the basis of semantic/functional similarity, as explained above, this is indicated by the accolades on the micro-level. Bridging contexts are represented by brackets.
Obviously, it also possible to extend and refine this network and complement it with constructions whose meanings are compatible with the quantifying and degree modifying potential of constructions under discussion. In the case of een partij, for instance, which turned out to be an easy bedfellow with the ethical dative construction, one could present the degree modifying construction as a slot in this larger construction, the combination of which would then underscore the expressive nature of the utterance. The ethical dative construction, in its turn, could then be linked to other expressive constructions with an extra argument (e.g. zich een aap schrikken 'to be scared out of one's wits') and possibly to a shared macroconstruction of intensifying added argument constructions with a form-function fit between the extra arguments that are expressed and affectedness. The architecture of such a network, however, is something we will explore in further research. On the view that constructions of various degrees of complexity, and various degrees of schematicity, are essentially the same (i.e. symbolic form-meaning pairings, see e.g. Croft 2001: 17ff.), constructional change can, in principle, occur on all levels. An interesting question is, therefore, at which level(s) quantifiers came to be used as degree modifiers. On the basis of our data, we suggest the following scenario: because of the existing double inheritance of the quantifier/degree modifier veel, some constructs involving other quantifiers aligned with veel in that they likewise became ambiguous. Token frequency suggests that the first bridging contexts involved comparatives (notably meer 'more'), followed by host-class expansion (Himmelmann 2004) . This may lead to entrenchment of the collocation, with the result that its upper level micro-construction becomes more productive, attracting fully substantive members. Initially, these were probably other comparative forms of adjectives and adverbs, but positive forms came to be recruited as well. This resulted in an increase in frequency (and hence entrenchment) at both construct and micro-construction level. Further, whenever a new link between a micro-level quantifier construction and a micro-level degree modifier construction has been established, this also strengthens the association between the two macro-levels, so that other quantifiers are reanalysed as degree modifiers as well. This may explain why a number of quantifier constructions are going through similar changes more or less simultaneously. In addition, as we have seen in the discussion of duizend, the same extension from well-established quantifier uses to novel degree modifier uses may occur several times in the history of an item and need not always lead to the entrenchment of the latter: while we found several instances of the construct duizend jammer 'such a shame' in texts from around the year 1800, there is as yet no sign that there was a productive duizend degree modifier construction at the time.
A last issue that remains to be resolved concerns the "birth" of the actual construction, i.e. when constructionalization actually took place. We propose to consider the emergence of non-ambiguous degree modifier constructions as unequivocal evidence of a new node in the constructional network. In the case of tig, for instance, predicative constructions such as ze zijn tig duur 'they are very expensive' or collocations with adverbs such as tig vaak 'very often' only allow for a degree modifier interpretation, so that their occurrence serves as a kind of terminus ante quem: constructionalization of tig as a degree modifier must have occurred in order for such intensifying uses to be sanctioned. While we have no diachronic data which document the hypothesized spread of the new intensifiers to various syntactic contexts, it can be observed that all four of them have reached the crucial stage of occurring outside of the NP. (85) to (88) below repeat a number of instances in which they modify a predicative adjective in the positive degree, for instance. 
Conclusions and outlook
Degree modifiers, as we stated in the introduction, form a very productive class of adverbs. While there are several sources speaker can tap from, the current paper focused on expressions of high quantity in present-day Dutch and how these expressions develop into degree modifiers. Four of them were singled out for closer examination, each of which had its own specific features: massa's as a plural noun, duizend as a cardinal numeral, een partij as a singular NP, and tig originally as a numeral suffix (cognate with English -ty as in sixty).
Despite the different nature of the source lexical items, the study shows that they all function as hyperbolic quantifiers in quantifying constructions, denoting an indefinite amount, but one that is exceptionally large in the given context (cf. Traugott and Trousdale 2013) . The study further showed that degree modifying uses are attested as well for each of these items, as well as for several other quantifiers (cf. examples 52-54, and the example of nul 'zero' as a downtoner in note 6). We have argued that degree modifier uses may have come about through processes of reanalysis in (bridging) contexts in which the quantifier that precedes a full NP no longer highlights the amount of the head noun, but the degree of the quality expressed by the adjective modifying the head noun. In other words, scope decreases from the full NP to the adjective (cf. the meso-constructions in Figure 1 ). Adopting a constructional approach to the changes observed, we have argued that the use as a degree modifier arose in specific constructs (reflected by high token frequency), which lead to the emergence of a partially schematic micro-construction. As these micro-constructions become increasingly entrenched, new constructs (collocations) come to be sanctioned by the micro-construction, but we also hypothesized that it likewise resulted in the formation of similar microconstructions, in which the degree modifier derives from a quantifier. As intensifiers, all four constructions discussed in this paper acquire a more procedural function, which makes them instances of grammatical constructionalization (Trousdale 2012) . We propose to consider the emergence of non-ambiguous degree modifier uses, such as their use in combination with predicative adjectives in the positive degree, as unequivocal evidence of the creation of a new node in the constructional network.
